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REMARKS 

As will be seen from the discussion below, there are clear errors of fact in the 
Examiner's rejections. 

Claim 25 

Claim 25 recites, inter alia, "queueing the first request within a connection 
queue," where the first request is "for accesses to first content that is associated with a 
first web site domain." Claim 25 also recites, "queueing the second request within the 
connection queue," where the second request is "for access to second content that is 
associated with a second web site domain." Thus, Claim 25 requires a connection queue 
that contains requests for access to content from different web site domains ("wherein 
the second web site domain is separate from the first web site domain"). 

The Examiner alleges that a connection queue that contains requests for content 
from different web site domains is disclosed in some combination of the Background of 
the present application ("the Background"), U.S. Patent No. 6,493,837 ("Pang"), and 
"Java Network Programming, 2"^ Edition" by Harold ("Harold"). 

The Background says nothing about a connection queue. A quick glance at FIGs. 
1 A and IB, referenced in the Background, reveals that connection queue 208 of FIG. 2 A 
is conspicuously missing. Clearly, since the system described in the Background only 
allows requests for content from a particular web site domain to be stored in a buffer 
dedicated solely to that particular web site domain, there would be no need for any 
queueing, within the same connection queue, of requests for access to content from 
different web site domains. Therefore, the Background says nothing about a connection 
queue into which requests for access to content associated with different web site 
domains are queued. 

Harold and Pang also say nothing about a connection queue into which requests 
for access to content associated with different web site domains are queued. Pang 
mentions buffer lists 220 and 224, which the Examiner might analogize to the 
"connection queue" of Claim 25, but Pang never teaches or suggests that either of these 
buffer lists contain requests for access to content associated with different web site 
domains. The Examiner does not cite any specific portion of Harold. 
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Claim 25 also recites, "in response to being assigned a task of servicing the first 
request, the first server thread determining to which web site domain of the plurality 
of web site domains the first request is related." This is clearly not disclosed in the 
Background. Server threads 160-166, discussed in the Background, have absolutely no 
need to make such a determination, since each server thread is dedicated solely to one 
web site domain. On page 4, lines 17-19, the Background says, "each server thread . . . 
executes in a separate memory address space and services access requests for only a 
single web site domain." Li addition, the Background actually says, on page 3, lines 13- 
16, "if any of the buffers become full, the contents of the buffer may be stored to a single 
file . . . without having to determine which web site domain was associated with the 
request." Therefore, the Background says nothing about a server thread determining to 
which web site domain of a plurality of web site domains a request is related. 

Harold and Pang also say nothing about a server thread determining to which 
web site domain of a plurality of web site domains a request is related. Pang 
mentions Microsoft Internet hiformation Server in passing, but Pang does not indicate 
that this server or any server thread ever determines to which web site domain of a 
plurality of web site domains a request is related. The Examiner does not cite any 
specific portion of Harold. 

Claim 25 also recites, "the first server thread loading first configuration data 
for the first web site domain in response to determining that the first request is related 
to the first web site domain, wherein, by loading the first configuration data, the first 
server thread is temporarily configured as a server thread that is dedicated to servicing 
requests for content that is available within the first web site domain." As is discussed 
above, the Background makes it clear that server threads 160-166 are permanently 
dedicated to separate web site domains. Therefore, there is no need for any of threads 
160-166 to load configuration data that causes any of threads 160-166 to be temporarily 
configured as a server thread that services requests for a particular web site domain. The 
Background says absolutely nothing about threads loading configuration data or being 
temporarily configured. Therefore, the Background says nothing about a server thread 
loading configuration data for a web site domain to temporarily configure a first 
server thread as a server thread that is dedicated to servicing requests for content that is 
available within that web site domain. 
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Harold and Pang also say nothing about a server thread loading conflguration 
data for a web site domain to temporarily configure a first server thread as a server 
thread that is dedicated to servicing requests for content that is available within that web 
site domain. Pang mentions Microsoft Internet Liformation Server in passing, but Pang 
does not indicate that this server or any server thread is ever temporarily configured, 
through the loading of configuration data for a specific web site domain, as a server 
thread that is dedicated to servicing requests for content that are available within that 
specific web site domain. The Examiner does not cite any specific portion of Harold. 

Claim 25 also recites, "the first server thread selecting, from among a plurality 
of buffer files, a first buffer file," and "the first server thread selecting a first buffer 
from among a plurality of buffers in the first buffer file." Therefore, Claim 25 
requires that a server thread first select a buffer file, and then select a buffer fi:om among 
a plurality of buffers within that selected buffer file. The Background says nothing 
about (a) buffer files that comprise multiple buffers or (b) threads selecting such buffer 
files. Even if Pang discloses that a thread selects a log buffer firom among a plurality of 
log buffers, Pang says nothing about a thread selecting a buffer file fi-om among a 
plurality of buffer files, and then selecting the log buffer fi-om among a plurality of log 
buffers within such a buffer file. The Examiner does not cite any specific portion of 
Harold as disclosing this feature. 

Therefore, the Examiner makes a clear error of fact when the Examiner alleges 
that some combination of the Background, Pang, and Harold discloses, teaches, or 
suggests any of the features of Claim 25 discussed above. 

Conclusion 

By virtue of their dependence fi:'om Claim 25, Claims 26 and 27 inherit the 
features of Claim 25 that the combination of the Background, Pang, and Harold does not 
disclose, teach, or suggest. 

Applicants request that the rejections of Claims 25-27 be reversed. 
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